
-Mr. George A. Hunger, J- ary 16, 1996 

Director-Licensing, Mc-62A-1 
PECO Energy Company 
Nuclear Group Headquarters 
Correspondence Control Desk 
P.O. Box No. 195 
Wayne, PA 19087-0195 

SUBJECT: VENTILATION FILTER TEST PROGRAM ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA, PEACH BOTTOM 
ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3 (TAC NOS. M94291 AND M94292) 

Dear Mr. Hunger: 

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendments Nos. 213 and 218 to 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-44 and DPR-56 for the Peach Bottom Atomic 
Power Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3. These amendments consist of changes to the 
Technical Specifications in response to your application dated December 19, 
1995.  

These amendments change the ventilation filter test program bypass and 
penetration leakage test acceptance criteria from less than 0.05 percent to 
less than 1.0 percent. The change corrects an administrative error that 
occurred during the development of the Peach Bottom Improved Technical 
Specifications which were issued as Amendments 210 and 214 to the Peach Bottom 
licenses on August 30, 1995 and are due to be implemented by January 28, 1996.  

A copy of the Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Notice of Issuance will be 
included in the Commission's Bi-Weekly Federal Register Notice.  

Sincerely, 
/s/ 

Joseph W. Shea, Project Manager 
Project Directorate 1-2 
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Docket Nos. 50-277/278
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UNITED STATES 
0 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

oJanuary 16, 1996 

Mr. George A. Hunger, Jr.  
Director-Licensing, MC 62A-1 
PECO Energy Company 
Nuclear Group Headquarters 
Correspondence Control Desk 
P.O. Box No. 195 
Wayne, PA 19087-0195 

SUBJECT: VENTILATION FILTER TEST PROGRAM ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA, PEACH BOTTOM 
ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3 (TAC NOS. M94291 AND M94292) 

Dear Mr. Hunger: 

The Commission has issued the enclosed Amendments Nos. 213  and 218 to 
Facility Operating License Nos. DPR-44 and DPR-56 for the Peach Bottom Atomic 
Power Station, Unit Nos. 2 and 3. These amendments consist of changes to the 
Technical Specifications in response to your application dated December 19, 
1995.  

These amendments change the ventilation filter test program bypass and 
penetration leakage test acceptance criteria from less than 0.05 percent to 
less than 1.0 percent. The change corrects an administrative error that 
occurred during the development of the Peach Bottom Improved Technical 
Specifications which were issued as Amendments 210 and 214 to the Peach Bottom 
licenses on August 30, 1995 and are due to be implemented by January 28, 1996.  

A copy of the Safety Evaluation is also enclosed. Notice of Issuance will be 
included in the Commission's Bi-Weekly Federal Register Notice.  

,Sincer ly, 

Ahea 

Jos p W. Shea, Project Manager 
Pro ect Directorate 1-2 
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II 

0-7/7278 Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 
Docket Nos. 5 1728 

Enclosures: 1. Amendment No. 213 to DPR-44 
2. Amendment No. 218 to DPR-56 
3. Safety Evaluation 

cc w/encls: See next page
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Mr. George A. Hunger,-Jr.  
PECO Energy Company

Peach Bottorm Atomic Power Station, 
Units 2 and 3

cc:

J. W. Durham, Sr., Esquire 
Sr. V.P. & General Counsel 
PECO Energy Company 
2301 Market Street, S26-1 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101

PECO Energy Company 
ATTN: Mr. G. R. Rainey, Vice President 
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station 
Route 1, Box 208 
Delta, Pennsylvania 17314 

PECO Energy Company 
ATTN: Regulatory Engineer, A4-5S 
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station 
Route 1, Box 208 
Delta, Pennsylvania 17314 

Resident Inspector 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station 
P.O. Box 399 
Delta, Pennsylvania 17314 

Regional Administrator, Region I 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
475 Allendale Road 
King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 19406

Mr. Roland Fletcher 
Department of Environment 
201 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

A. F. Kirby, III 
External Operations - Nuclear 
Delmarva Power & Light Company 
P.O. Box 231 
Wilmington, DE 19899

Mr. Rich R. Janati, Chief 
Division of Nuclear Safety 
Pennsylvania Department of 

Environmental Resources 
P. 0. Box 8469 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8469 

Board of Supervisors 
Peach Bottom Township 
R. D. #1 
Delta, Pennsylvania 17314 

Public Service Commission of Maryland 
Engineering Division 
Chief Engineer 
6 St. Paul Centre 
Baltimore, MD 21202-6806 

Mr. Richard McLean 
Power Plant and Environmental 

Review Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
B-3, Tawes State Office Building 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

Dr. Judith Johnsrud 
National Energy Committee 
Sierra Club 
433 Orlando Avenue 
State College, PA 16803



UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

PECO ENERGY COMPANY 

PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY 

DELMARVA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

ATLANTIC CITY ELECTRIC COMPANY 

DOCKET NO. 50-277 

PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 2 

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE 

Amendment No.213 
License No. DPR-44 

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that: 

A. The application for amendment by PECO Energy Company, et 
al. (the licensee) dated December 19, 1995, complies with the 
standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulations set 
forth in 10 CFR Chapter I.  

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application, the 
provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the 
Commission; 

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by 
this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health and 
safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be conducted 
in compliance with the Commission's regulations; 

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common 
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public; and 

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51 of 
the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements have been 
satisfied.  

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical 
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment, 
and paragraph 2.C(2) of Facility Operating License No. DPR-44 is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

9601190391 9680116
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(2) Technical Specifications 

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as 
revised through Amendment No. 213 , are hereby incorporated in the 
license. PECO Energy Company shall operate the facility in accordance 
with the Technical Specifications.  

3. This license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance and is to 

be implemented concurrently with Amendment 210, issued August 30, 1995.  

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Jo n VF. Stolz Dir c or 
/oject Directorate M-2 

Division of Reactor Projects - I/II 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Attachment: Changes to the Technical 
Specifications

Date of Issuance: January 16, 1996



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 213 

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-44 

DOCKET NO. 50-277 

Replace the following pages of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with 

the enclosed pages. The revised areas are indicated by marginal lines.  

Remove Insert 

5.0-12 5.0-12 

5.0-13 5.0-13



Programs and Manuals 
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals

5.5.7

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System

Main Control Room Emergency 
Ventilation (MCREV) System

Flowrate (cfm)

7200 to 
8800 

2700 to 
3300

(continued)

PBAPS UNIT 2 Amendment No.2i0 , 
l2,213

Ventilation Filter Testing Program (VFTP) (continued) 

1) Once per 12 months for standby service or after 720 hours of 
system operation; and, 

2) After each complete or partial replacement of the HEPA 
filter train or charcoal adsorber filter; after any 
structural maintenance on the system housing; and, following 
significant painting, fire, or chemical release in any 
ventilation zone communicating with the system while it is 
in operation.  

Tests described in Specifications 5.5.7.d and 5.5.7.e shall be 
performed once per 24 months.  

The provisions of SR 3.0.2 and SR 3.0.3 are applicable to the VFTP 
test frequencies.  

a. Demonstrate for each of the ESF systems that an inplace test 
of the HEPA filters shows a penetration and system bypass 
< 1.0% when tested in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52, 
Revision 2, Section 5c, and ASME N510-1989, Sections 6 
(Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System only) and 10, at the 
system flowrate specified below.

I

5.0-12



Programs and Manuals 
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals

Ventilation Filter Testing Program (VFTP) (continued) 

b. Demonstrate for each of the ESF systems that an inplace test 
of the charcoal adsorber shows a penetration and system 
bypass < 1.0% when tested in accordance with Regulatory 
Guide 1.52, Revision 2, Section 5d, and ASME N510-1989, 
Sections 6 (SGT System only) and 11, at the system flowrate 
specified below.

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System 

MCREV System

Flowrate (cfm)

7200 to 
8800 

2700 to 
3300

c. Demonstrate for each of the ESF systems that a laboratory 
test of a sample of the charcoal adsorber, when obtained as 
described in Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, Section 6b, 
shows the methyl iodide penetration less than the value 
specified below when tested at the conditions specified 
below.  

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System MCREV System

Methyl iodide 
removal rate: 
(%) 

Methyl iodide 
conceptration: 
(mg/mr) 

Flow rate: 
(% design flow) 

Temperature: 
(degrees F) 

Relative Humidity: 
(%)

> 95

0.5 to 1.5 

80 to 120

> 190 

Ž 70

>_ 90

0.05 to 0.15 

80 to 120

>125 

>95

(conti nued)

PBAPS UNIT 2 Amendment No.ZYO.  
213

5.5.7

I

5.0-13



UNITED STATES 
0 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
V WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

PECO ENERGY COMPANY 

PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY 

DELMARVA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 

ATLANTIC CITY ELECTRIC COMPANY 

DOCKET NO. 50-278 

PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NO. 3 

AMENDMENT TO FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE 

Amendment No. 218 
License No. DPR-56 

1. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (the Commission) has found that: 

A. The application for amendment by PECO Energy Company, et 
al. (the licensee) dated December 19, 1995, complies with the 
standards and requirements of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended (the Act), and the Commission's rules and regulations set 
forth in 10 CFR Chapter I.  

B. The facility will operate in conformity with the application, the 
provisions of the Act, and the rules and regulations of the 
Commission; 

C. There is reasonable assurance (i) that the activities authorized by 
this amendment can be conducted without endangering the health and 
safety of the public, and (ii) that such activities will be conducted 
in compliance with the Commission's regulations; 

D. The issuance of this amendment will not be inimical to the common 
defense and security or to the health or safety of the public; and 

E. The issuance of this amendment is in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51 of 
the Commission's regulations and all applicable requirements have been 
satisfied.  

2. Accordingly, the license is amended by changes to the Technical 
Specifications as indicated in the attachment to this license amendment, 
and paragraph 2.C(2) of Facility Operating License No. DPR-56 is hereby 
amended to read as follows:
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(2) Technical Specifications 

The Technical Specifications contained in Appendices A and B, as 
revised through Amendment No.218 , are hereby incorporated in the 
license. PECO shall operate the facility in accordance with the 
Technical Specifications.  

3. This license amendment is effective as of its date of issuance and is to 
be implemented concurrently with Amendment 214, issued August 30, 1995.  

FOR THE NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

~Joh, F. Stolz,Dieo 
K•rdject Directorate 1-2 
Division of Reactor Projects - I/II 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation 

Attachment: Changes to the Technical 
Specifications

Date of Issuance: January 16, 1996



ATTACHMENT TO LICENSE AMENDMENT NO. 218 

FACILITY OPERATING LICENSE NO. DPR-56 

DOCKET NO. 50-278 

Replace the following pages of the Appendix A Technical Specifications with 

the enclosed pages. The revised areas are indicated by marginal lines.  

Remove Insert 

5.0-12 5.0-12 

5.0-13 5.0-13



Programs and Manuals 
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals

5.5.7

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System

Fl owrate (cfm)

7200 to 
8800

Main Control Room Emergency 
Ventilation (MCREV) System

2700 to 
3300 

(continued)

PBAPS UNIT 3 Amendment No. 214, 
217,218

Ventilation Filter Testing Program (VFTP) (continued) 

1) Once per 12 months for standby service or after 720 hours of 
system operation; and, 

2) After each-complete or partial replacement of the HEPA 
filter train or-charcoal adsorber filter; after any 
structural maintenance on the system housing; and, following 
significant painting, fire, or chemical release in any 
ventilation zone communicating with the system while it is 
in operation.  

Tests described in Specifications 5.5.7.d and 5.5.7.e shall be 
performed once per 24 months.  

The provisions of SR 3.0.2 and SR 3.0.3 are applicable to the VFTP 
test frequencies.  

a. Demonstrate for each of the ESF systems that an inplace test 
of the HEPA filters shows a penetration and system bypass 
< 1.0% when tested in accordance with Regulatory Guide 1.52, 
Revision 2, Section 5c, and ASME N510-1989, Sections 6 
(Standby Gas Treatment (SGT) System only) and 10, at the 
system flowrate specified below.

I

5.0-12



Programs and Manuals 
5.5

5.5 Programs and Manuals

Ventilation Filter Testing Program (VFTP) (continued) 

b. Demonstrate for each of the ESF systems that an inplace test 
of the charcoal adsorber shows a penetration and system 
bypass < 1.0% when tested in accordance with Regulatory 
Guide 1.52, Revision 2, Section 5d, and ASME N510-1989, 
Sections 6 (SGT System only) and 11, at the system flowrate 
specified below.

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System 

MCREV System

Flowrate (cfm)

7200 to 
8800 

2700 to 
3300

c. Demonstrate for each of the ESF systems that a laboratory 
test of a sample of the charcoal adsorber, when obtained as 
described in Regulatory Guide 1.52, Revision 2, Section 6b, 
shows the methyl iodide penetration less than the value
specified below when tested at the conditions specified 
below.

ESF Ventilation System

SGT System MCREV System

Methyl iodide 
removal rate: 
(%) 

Methyl iodide 
conceptration: 
(mg/mi) 

Flow rate: 
(%Adesign flow) 

Temperature: 
(degrees F) 

Relative Humidity: 
(%)

>_ 95

0.5 to 1.5 

80 to 120

>190 

>70

> 90

0.05 to 0.15 

80 to 120

> 125 

S95

(continued)

PBAPS UNIT 3 Amendment No.211, 
218

5.5.7

I

5.0-13



UNITED STATES 
F lNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001 

SAFETY EVALUATION BY THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR REACTOR REGULATION 

RELATED TO AMENDMENT NOS. 213 AND 218 TO FACILITY OPERATING 

LICENSE NOS. DPR-44 and DPR-56 

PECO ENERGY COMPANY 
PUBLIC SERVICE ELECTRIC AND GAS COMPANY 

DELMARVA POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
ATLANTIC CITY ELECTRIC COMPANY 

PEACH BOTTOM ATOMIC POWER STATION, UNIT NOS. 2 AND 3 

DOCKET NOS. 50-277 AND 50-278 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

By letter dated December 19, 1995, PECO Energy Company (the licensee) 
submitted a request for changes to the Peach Bottom Atomic Power Station, Unit 
Nos. 2 and 3, Technical Specifications (TS). The requested changes would 
revise the ventilation filter test program bypass and penetration leakage test 
acceptance criteria in the Peach Bottom Improved Technical Specifications 
(ITS) from less than 0.05 percent to less than 1.0 percent. The change 
corrects an administrative error that occurred during the development of the 
ITS which were issued as Amendments 210 and 214 to the Peach Bottom licenses 
on August 30, 1995 and which are due to be implemented by January 28, 1996.  

2.0 EVALUATION 

Sections 3/4.7.B and 4.11.A of the current Peach Bottom TS contain testing 
requirements for the filters and charcoal adsorber banks for the standby gas 
treatment system (SGTS) and main control room emergency ventilation systems 
(MCREVS) respectively. Those TS require the licensee to periodically 
demonstrate that the removal rate for the filters and adsorbers is greater 
than or equal to 99%. The 99% removal efficiency requirement is the 
equivalent to a requirement specifying a bypass and penetration leakage 
allowance of less than 1%.  

In its application to adopt improved technical specifications for Peach Bottom 
(technical specification change request (TSCR) 93-16, dated September 29, 
1994, and supplements), the licensee proposed implementation of the TS 
Ventilation Filter Test Program (VFTP) and proposed to transfer several 
existing TS requirements into that program. In the process of drafting the 
bypass and penetration leakage test acceptance criteria, the licensee 
specified an acceptance criteria of less than 0.05%, although it stated that 
the acceptance criteria were equivalent to existing specifications.  

9601190397 960116 
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In section 2.5.0.4 of the safety evaluation that accompanied Amendments 210 
and 214, the staff stated: 

Requirements in CTS [current technical specifications] 3/4.7.B, 
Standby Gas Treatment System, and 4.11.A, Main Control Room 
Emergency Ventilation System, regarding testing of HEPA filters and 
charcoal absorber banks are incorporated into ITS 5.5.7, Ventilation 
Filter Testing Program. The Ventilation Filter Testing Program.  
specifies testing requirements equivalent to the CTS; however, 
references to the appropriate sections of Regulatory Guide 1.52 and 
ASME N510-1989 were added for clarity. This change is 
administrative, is consistent with the STS [standard technical 
specifications], and is acceptable.  

In the December 19, 1995 application, the licensee stated that when it 
developed (TSCR) 93-16, it had intended to retain acceptance criteria 
equivalent to those contained in the current technical specifications (i.e., 
bypass and penetration leakage of less than 140%). However, during the 
development of TSCR, the licensee's staff inadvertently substituted the 
acceptance criteria of Regulatory Guide 1.52 (bypass and penetration leakage 
of less than 0.05%). In the December 19, 1995 application, the licensee 
stated that this was an administrative error that occurred during the 
development of TSCR 93-16.  

Based on the above discussion, the staff concludes that the 1.0% bypass and 
penetration leakage acceptance criteria contained in the current technical 
specifications remains an appropriate value for the ITS VFTP and was intended 
to be carried into the ITS. Therefore, the staff finds the licensee's 
proposed changes to the ITS VFTP acceptable.  

3.0 EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES 

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.91 contain provisions for issuance 
of amendments with less than a 30-day comment period if either emergency or 
exigent circumstances are determined to exist.  

Emergency situations involve those cases in which failure to act in a timely 
way results in the derating or shutdown of a nuclear power plant or prevents 
either resumption of operation or increase in power output up to the plant's 
licensed power level. Under emergency circumstances, the Commission may issue 
a license amendment involving no significant hazards consideration without 
prior notice and opportunity for a hearing or for public comment. In such a 
situation, the Commission publishes a notice of issuance under 10 CFR 2.106, 
providing for opportunity for a hearing and for public comment after issuance.
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The processing of an amendment under exigent circumstances usually applies to 
those cases in which the licensee and Commission must act promptly, but 
failure to act promptly does not involve a plant shutdown, derating, or delay 
in startup. For both emergency and exigent circumstances, the licensee is 
required to explain the reason for the condition and why it could not be 
avoided. This requirement is intended to prevent the abuse of the special 
provisions of 10 CFR 50.91(a)(6). Under exigent circumstances, the Commission 
notifies the public in one of two ways: by issuing a Federal Register notice 
providing notice of an opportunity for hearing and allowing at least 2 weeks 
from the date of the notice for prior public comment; or by using local media 
to provide reasonable notice to the public in the area surrounding a 
licensee's facility and providing special instructions for providing comment.  
For this amendment request, the Commission employed the first approach with a 
Federal Register notice published on December 27, 1995 (60 FR 66997), which 
presented the staff's proposed no significant hazards consideration 
determination and requested public comment within 15 days of the date of 
publication of the notice.  

In the December 19, 1995 application, the licensee provided the following 
discussion to support exigent review of the application: 

"PECO Energy requests exigent handling of TS Change Request No. 95-13.  
On December 11, 1995, it was determined that a change to the Improved 
Technical Specifications issued by Amendments 210 and 214 to Unit 2 and 
Unit 3, respectively, was required. An administrative error in the VFTP 
would result in the Engineered Safety Feature (ESF) filter ventilation 
systems being declared inoperable upon implementation of Improved 
Technical Specifications which is scheduled for January 11, 1996.  
Because these ESF filter ventilation systems are common to both Units and 
because the ESF filter ventilation systems cannot be maintained operable 
in accordance with the administrative error in the VFTP, a shutdown of 
both Units would be required. Therefore, approval of TS Change Request 
No. 95-13 in advance of the implementation of Improved Technical 
Specifications would result in eliminating unnecessary hardship.  

The staff has reviewed the licensee's justification and concludes that 
correction of errors prior to implementation of the Improved Technical 
Specifications is an acceptable basis for exigent review and therefore, is 
issuing this amendment on an exigent basis following a 15-day comment period 
as permitted by 10 CFR 50.91(a)(6).  

4.0 FINAL NO SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS CONSIDERATION DETERMINATION 

The Commission's regulations in 10 CFR 50.92 state that the Commission may 
make a final determination that a license amendment involves no significant 
hazards considerations if operation of the facility in accordance with the 
amendment would not (1) involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated, (2) create the possibility 
of a new or different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated,



-4-

or (3) involve a significant reduction in a margin of safety. In the 
December 19, 1995 application, the licensee provided the following analysis: 

1) The proposed changes do not involve a significant increase in'the 
probability or consequences of an accident previously evaluated 
because the changes are purely administrative and do not involve any 
physical changes to plant SSC [systems, structures and components].  
These proposed changes do not impact initiators of analyzed events, 
and will not increase the probability of occurrence of an accident 
previously evaluated. These proposed changes do not impact the 
assumed mitigation of accidents or transient events. Therefore, these 
changes will not involve a significant increase in the probability or 
consequences of an accident previously evaluated.  

2) The proposed changes do not create the possibility of a new or 
different kind of accident from any accident previously evaluated 
because the changes will not involve a physical alteration of the 
plant (no new or different type of equipment will be installed) or 
changes in methods governing normal plant operation. The changes do 
not allow plant operation in any mode that is not already evaluated in 
the safety analysis. Therefore, these changes will not create the 
possibility of a new or different kind of accident from any accident 
previously evaluated.  

3) The proposed changes do not involve a significant reduction in a 
margin of safety because they are purely administrative and will not 
involve any technical changes. Generic Letter 83-13 (GL 83-13), 
"Clarification of Surveillance Requirements for HEPA [high efficiency 
particulate air] Filters and Charcoal Adsorber Units in Standard 
Technical Specifications on ESF Cleanup Systems," was reviewed for 
guidance. GL 83-13 based in-place penetration and bypass leakage 
testing acceptance criteria in part on the NRC staff assumptions used 
in its safety evaluation reports (SERs) for the ESF atmospheric 
cleanup systems. GL 83-13 stated, "0.05% value applicable when a HEPA 
filter or charcoal adsorber efficiency of 99% is assumed, or 1% when a 
HEPA filter or charcoal adsorber efficiency of 95% or less is assumed 
in the NRC staff's safety evaluation." In the original SER for PBAPS 
dated August 11, 1972, the NRC staff assumed a 90% halogen removal 
efficiency for the elemental and particulate forms of iodine, and 70% 
for the organic forms of iodine in the HEPA filters and charcoal 
adsorbers of the Standby Gas Treatment System (SGTS). The SER for 
Amendments 10/7 dated June 25, 1975 was issued to resolve an issue 
raised by a December 10, 1974, letter from the NRC proposing model TS 
[technical specifications] for PBAPS Control Room Air Treatment 
Systems and SGTS. The June 25, 1975, SER documented the acceptability 
of values of less than 1% penetration and bypass leakage which is 
still in place in the existing TS Bases. No SERs assumed HEPA filter 
or charcoal adsorber efficiency of 99%. Therfore, GL 83-13 recommends
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acceptance of less than 1% penetration and bypass leakage. Therefore, 
maintaining the current requirements for penetration and bypass 
leakage does not involve a reduction in the margin of safety. Also, 
because the change is administrative in nature, no question of safety 
is involved. Therefore, the change does not involve a significant 
reduction in a margin of safety.  

Based upon the above considerations, the staff concludes that the amendment 
meets the three criteria of 10 CFR 50.92. Therefore, the staff has made a 
final determination that the proposed amendment does not involve a significant 
hazards consideration.  

5.0 STATE CONSULTATION 

In accordance with the Commission's regulations, the Pennsylvania State 
official was notified of the proposed issuance of the amendments. The State 
official had no comments.  

6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION 

The amendments change a requirement with respect to installation or use of a 
facility component located within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR 
Part 20. The NRC staff has determined that the amendments involve no 
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, 
of any effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no 
significant increase in individual or cumulative occupational radiation 
exposure. The Commission has previously issued a proposed finding that the 
amendments involve no significant hazards consideration, and there has been no 
public comment on such finding (60 FR 66997). Accordingly, the amendments 
meet the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion set forth in 10 CFR 
51.22(c)(9). Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b) no environmental impact statement or 
environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of 
the amendments.  

7.0 CONCLUSION 

The Commission has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, 
that: (1) there is reasonable assurance that the health and safety of the 
public will not be endangered by operation in the proposed manner, (2) such 
activities will be conducted in compliance with the Commission's regulations, 
and (3) the issuance of the amendments will not be inimical to the common 
defense and security or to the health and safety of the public.  

Principal Contributor: J. Shea

Date: January 16, 1996


